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E RRATA

The ftr8t line on page 9 of this report should read
as follows:

386 exceeded the mean expected posttest (3.28)
by 0.58 GE. units.
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CHAPTER

THE PROGRAM

The Reading Skills Center program was designed to provide inten-

sive diagnostic-prescriptive reading instruction for students in

grades four through eight who had evidenced severe reading retardation.

The eight Centers were located in Title I eligible nonpublic schools

receiving five full days of corrective reading s- vices. In order to

insure that the schools most in need of the services received them and

that a sufficiently broad base for student enrollment existed, partici-

pating schools were required to have an eligible populat on of at least

175 students in need of reading services.

In addition to these general requirements, each pa--icipating

school was required to have a minimum of fifty students in grades four

through eight who exhibited a minimal reading retardation of two and

one-half years below their nominal grade equ-valent. Priority for par-

ticipation the program was given to those pupils who had previously

participated in the Title I nonpublic school corrective reading p

and who had made little or insufficient'progress.

The selection of program participants was accomplished in two

phases. During the spring of 1974, initial recon endations were made

by nonpublic school principals and classroom teachers, and by Title I

staff from other components. These recommendation-- accompanied by

standardized test scores,.were revie ed by the Reading Skills Center
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teachers and were used as a basis for further testing. Final selection

was based upon performance on the appropriate level of the Stanford

Diagnostic T (Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., Ne- York: 1966).

The Reading Skills Center program functioned throughout the 1974-

1975 school year from September through June. However, it should be

noted that the program was pilot tested at four sites during the last

four months of the 1973-1974 school year. That initial phase undoubtedly

contributed to smoother administrative functioning in the 1974-1975 pro-

Furthermore the training of teachers was facilitated since the

eight teachers involved in the pilot project were each assigned to one

of the 1974-75 sites along with a new teacher.

Students were scheduled to attend the Centers in groups of five stu-

dents p6r teacher. The groups received instruction for three to five

sessions per week in class periods ranging from forty-five to sixty

minutes. The variation of the schedules between schools resulted from

the desire to accommodate the Reading Skills Center program to the needs

of the partioula' nonpublic host school.

Each of the nonpublic schools was required to p-ovide a classroom

suitable to the needs of the Reading Skills Center. The Centers housed

two teachers, ten students per sess _n, desks and chairs for teachers

and students, and a wide variety of reading material in luding kits, work-

books, hardcover and paperback literature, g--es and a large assortment of

audio-visLal hardware and software.
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Instruction in the program centered around the use of-the Random

House H gh intensity L arning System in Reading. The system is composed

of-three major components: 1) the classroom management system, 2) a lib-

rary of reading materials, and 3) a staff development program. The class-

room management system contains a compilation of 500 specific reading ob-

jectives with a listing of the precise instructional activities that

foster the attainment of the specified objective. The prescribed acti-

vities are coded so that students can find the appropriate learning acti-

vity within the library of reading materials. The staff development as-

pect of the system provides consultants to explain the system to teachers

in a -orkshop setting and to monitor the implementation of the program

by means of site visits.

The Random Hou e system provides instructional activities to students

in the areas of word study, vocabulary, comprehension, and study skilla.

Students a e.assigned a specific number Of instructional objectives in

each of these four areas based upon initial reading perfoimance at the

start of the school year. Students with the weakest skills concentrate

on word study, at the same time that they work on skills in the other

three areas, while those with increasingly better skills spend proportiona-

tely more time in vocabulary, comprehension, and study skills exercises.

The actual activities are assigned by the teacher

Typically, a student completes a "check-in" test to deteLmine if the

particular instructional objective is appropriate, .e., not too difficult
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and not too simple. When mastery of the instructional objective is

thought to be accomplished, the student takes a "checkout" test. If

successful, the student moves on to the next prescribed activity. If

not, the student engages in additional activities until mastery is achieved

Since the learning is largely self-directed and self-paced, the

teacher is free to work with individual students while others are working

on their own. Thus students work on individual selected assignments on

the one hand while frequently obtaining individual instructional assis-

tance fro- their own teacher.

The proposal to fund the project sugge ted that continued failure

in reading may be related to certain emotional and other related learning

difficulties. A c- dingly, a special effort was made to refer Reading-

Skills Center participants to Title I clinical-guidance and speech per-

sonnel. These services were provided on the basis of need.

In summary, the Reading Skills Center program was designed to pro-

vide individualized diagnostic and prescriptive reading skills instruction,

along with a group pupil-teacher ratio of fiVe-to7one, for students

evidencing reading retardation in excess of two and one-half years below

their nominal grade level. Each teacher taught five groups so that fifty

students were serviced in each Center, and a total of four hundred students

'were served throughout the eight nonpublic school sites.

9



CHAPTER II

EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

Th:.s section of the report deals with the procedures used to assess

the degree of attainment of the evaluation objective of the Reading

Skills Center component.

Evaluation Obiective
To determine whether as a result of participation in the Reading
Skills Center component in the nonpublic schools-program, the
reading achievement scores of the students will show a statis-
tically significant improvement, using the real pOsttest scores
and anticipated posttest scores..

In addition to an overall test of the significance of the real post-

test scores over the -nticipated posttest scores, the evaluation plan

called for separate analyses of the performance of students who received

special services provided by the supportive components, i.e., clinical

'guidance and speech therapy. (None of the students participating in the

Reading Skills. Center program were served by the home ork helper -om-

ponent.) The statistical design called for the use of a split-Plot fac-

torial analysis for this purpose.

Evaluative Instruments

The evaluation design specified the use of Levels I and II of the

Stanford Diagnostic Test in a pre/posttest paradigm. Level I was in-

dicated for all students in grades three and four and for those students

in grades five through eight reading below a 3.0 grade equivalent level.

The remainder of participants in grades five through eight were tested

using Level II of the Stanford Diagnostic Test.

10
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Evaluation S hedule

Typically, pretests were administered in mid-September of 1974.

However, spring 1974 test scores were used for students who were post-

tested in another component and in the four Centers used to pilot test

the program. Students admitted after _the start of the program were

tested duriAg their first week of attendance.

Posttests were administered during the last two weeks of April, 1975.

However, where it was known that a student was to be dicharged from the

nonpublic school, the Center teacher administered the posttest prior to

the actual discharge.

A two-phased evaluation reporting form was developed in order to

insure accurate reporting of data and to enable preliminary analysis of

the data te be performed ea--ly in the program year. These forms were

collected and checked in January and were returned to the schools. The

second phase of data reporting was conducted during the month of May.

This procedure had the added advantage of enabling the evaluator to make

ongoing formative inputs to project staff.

T eatment of the Da a

Most of the students in grades four ough six were tested with

Level I of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test while Level II was

gene ally employed in grades seven and eight. Accordingly, the split-plot

factorial analysis was appropriate in these instances. However, the

number of students served by the speech and clinical guidance components.

11
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was so small that separate analyses were -precluded. As a result, the-

_students were regrouped according to a plan devised in consultation with

the head of the Consultant/Evaluator Unit of the Office of Educational

Evaluation. Three groupings were formed for the purpose of analysis.

One group was comprised _f students who received only the Reading Skills

Center service. A second group consisted of those who received one type

of service in addition to the basic progr- , i.e., either speech or

clinical guidance. Students in the third group received both of these

additional services.

There were only 41 students in grade four through six tested on

Level II and 44 in grades seVen and eight who were tested on Level I of

the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test for whom complete data were avail-

able. As a result, the data for these two groups were analyzed usirg

the overall real posttest versus anticipated posttest analysis.

Site Visits

Two Half-day visits to each site were made by the evaluation,consul-

tant. Teachers were given advance notice of these visits by the project

coordinator. While this procedue may have caused teachers to make special

preparations, a reasonable sample of typical activities was_ probably ob-

served. Site viL, Ls included meetings with _any of the host school prin-

ciples. Informal discussions with individual students often occurred.
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CHAPTER III

FINDINGS

Table 1 presents a summary of mean group scores for the pretest and

posttest as well as the anticipated or expected posttest scores. The

scores were analyzed separately for ea h test level and for each of the

two grade groupings. In all cases the posttest me-ns exceeded the_ pre-

test means, with mean differences ranging from 0.80 to 1.47 grade equiva-

lent (G10-unitS. Similarly, mean posttest/expected posttest differences

ranged from 0.54 to 1.11 grade equivalent units.

Table 1

Me-: Group Scores as a Function -of Grade
and Test Levels

Test

Grades_ 4-6 Grades

Pretest
Expected
Posttest Posttest Pretest

Expected
Posttest Posttest_orm

Level I

Level II

117

41

2.37

2.57

2.63

2.80

3.17

3.88

44

199

3.02

3.97

3.28

4.33

3.86

5.44

The scores of the 44 grade seven and eight students who were tested

on Level T .were analyzed using a correlated t test for the difference be-

tween actual posttest and anticipated posttest. The posttest mean of

13



3.86 exceeded the mean expected posttest (3.02) by 0.84 GE units. This

difference was found to be statistically significant (p < 1001). (See

line 2, Item 26 of the appended MIR)

A similar analysis was perfoimed for the 41 grade four throUgh six

students tested on Level II of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test

(see line 3). In this instance, the posttest mean of 3.88 exceeded the

expected posttest by 1.08 GE units. This result was also found to be

statistically significant (p

The scores for the remaining two groups were analyzed using the

sp- -plot analysis of variance i-ethoddescribed above in Chapter II.

In order to facilitate the discussion, the Level II test scares of the-

grade seven and eight pupils will be discussed first. Mean posttest

and expected posttest scores as well as their standard deviations are

presented in Table 2. In all, the seeres of 199 students were analyzed.

Sixty-nine of-these students-received-only-the Reading Skills-Center-

treatment, while 109 received clinical guidance or speech (97, and 12

students respectively) in addition tO the reading program, and 21

received both of these additional services.

While the expected posttest means varied up to about 0.5GE' the

actual posttest means were all within 0.1 GE's. Differences between mean

posttest and expected posttest performance ranged from 0.7 to 1.2 GE's

for the three treatment groups. The summary of the analysis of variance

for these differences is presented in Table 3.
14



Table 2

Analysis of the Performance of the Three
Treatment Groups -- Level II, Grades 7-8

N=199

Grc±_pu-

Pretest
Mean

Poa tes
xpected

Posttest

--ean SD e n SD

Reading Skills
Centers Only

Reading Skills
Centers + 1
service

Reading Skills
Centers + 2
services

69

109

21

4 04

3.87

4.29

5.49

5.42

5.41

0.95

1.19

0.79

4.40

4.23

4.71

1.31

1.22

1.03

Table 3

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
Posttest vs. Expected Posttest Scores

Level II, Grades 7-8

N=199

Source of Variation
Sum of
s uares df

Mean
s ua e

Between subjects
Treatments 2.10 2 1.05

Subjects within groups 305.94 196 1.56

Within subjects
Scores (expected vs. real) 62.28 62.28 124. .001

Treatments X scores 0.07 2 0.04

Scores X subjects
within groups

98.45 196 0.50



The analysis of variance reveals that the source of the only sig-

ni_a_ant finding was the difference between the unweighted overall mean

.posttest and expected posttest scores (5.44 and 4.45 respectively). The

unweighted mean posttest was significantly greater than the unweighted

mean of the expected posttest scores (p < .001). The differences be-

tween the three treatment groups did not approach significance.

A si ilar analysis of the Level I scores for grades four through six

proved to be some hat more complex. Mean posttest and expected posttest

scores for the three treatment groups are given in Table 4.

Table 4

Analysis of the Performance of the Three
Treatment Groups -- Level I, Grades 4-6

N=117

Grou
Pretest
Mean

Posttest
Expected
Posttest

Mean SD Mean SD

Reading Skills 24 2.62 3.55 0.70 2.90 0.63

Centers Only

Reading Skills 62 2.36 3.11 0 76 2.62 0.62

Centers + 1
service

Reading Skills 31 2.20 2.98 0.72 2.44 0.60

Centers 2

services

16
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For each of the three treatment groups, the actual posttest mean

exceeded the expected posttest mean by at least one-half a grade equiva-

lent. However, mean expected posttest scores and actual posttest scores

were somewhat different across the groups. The summary of the analysis

of variance is presented in Table 5.

Table 5

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
Posttest vs. Expected Posttest Scores

Level I, Grades 4-6

N-117

Source of Variation
Sum of
s uares

Mean
s uare

Eetween subjects
Treatments 5.66 2 2.83 3.45 .05
Subjects within groups 93.14 114 0.82

Within subjects
Scores (expected vs. real 15.66 120.46 .001
Treatments X scores 3.66 2 14.08 .001
Scores X subjects
within groups

14.68 114 0.13

Several-sources of significant differences are identified in Table 5.

One of these is difference between unweighted posttest and expected post-

te- eans (3.21 and 2.65 respectively) which yielded a 2 value of less

than .001. In addition, the combined posttest and expected postt st

levels f the three treatment groups were found to be significantly

17
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different (? < .05). Post hoc analysis revealed that the perfoimance

f th- students in the Reading Skills Centers only treat ent group was

superior to each of the other two treatment groups. However, this

difference can best b- attributed to the fact that the pretest mean of

2.62 for the Reading Skills Centerg only treatment group was higher than

the pretest means of the other two groups. In the absence of pretest

equality between the groups, no significant treatment effects can be in-

ferred.

The interact on of treatment group with type of test. score (real

or expected posttest) was also found to be significant (p < .001). How-

ever, the type of analysis under consideration compares a' real score to

an hypothetical one. Accordingly, the interpretation of intera-tions

is both Obscure and of no practical importance in program evaluation.

Facilities and Materials

The-SeleCtiOn of siteS and the equiPment-contained 'therein WaS-dia-.

cussed in Chapter I. While there was some variation in the adequacy of

the actual classrooms used for Reading Skills Centers, it was app- -,nt

that the project coordinator was able to secure the cooperation of host

principals in selecting the best available rooms.

The _earning materials contained in each room were appropriate for

the varying reading and maturational levels of the participants These

materials were well displayed and made the rooms both attractive and. func-

tional. In addition, a good deal of student work was displayed.

18
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Vaff

The coordinator of the program had previously been a field super-

visor of corrective reading for the nonpublic school ESEA program. Her

t a ning includes a masters degree in reading and Learnina Disabilities

as well as advanced training in educational administration. A nudber of

the teaching staff also hold masters degree- in reading while mostof

the others have had considerable preparation. All staff -.embers have pre-'

viously taught reading.

The skills of the staff were quite good. Staff morale was excellent

and identification with the program was sincere. Frequent supervisory

viSits were made by the project coo dinator, and she was viewed most

positively by the teachers.

In-service staff training in the diagnosis of reading problems is

an important area that should receive greater focus in the future.

haps each staff meeting could haVe a segment-devoted to such actiVities

'with presentations by teachers, the project coordinator, or outside re-

source personnel.

Students

As the year progressed, students became more accustomed to the

working routine and required only minimal supel_vision by the teacher.

Interviews with students revealed that they held very positive attitudes

to ard the Cente s, the materials, and the teaching staff. For many stu-
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dents, the Reading Skills Center was their most favored learning envi n-

merit .

Discre anc Anal sis

As implemented, the Reading Skills Centers program coincided with

the description of the program in the funding proposal. The identifi-

. _

cation of students reading in excess of two and one-hal: years below

their nominal grade equivalent has been Successful. However, the uSe of

a single test administered in the Centers for diagnostic, evaluation,

and placement purposes created so e pr6blems.

The screening-process included the scanning of scores obtained on

a reading test administered by the nonpublic school du_ ng the prior

spring. The grade level score on that test suggested which level of the

Stanford Diagnostic Test should be given to prospective participants. In

some cases one of th- test scores showed a mini_um of two and one-half

years retardation while the other did not Since different reading tests

do not correlate perfectly with one another, a strategy for dealin_ with

this issue is detailed in the recommendations section of this report,

22ERLTntaltlEy Services

The Reading Skills Center program is but one of the services in-

cluded in the nonpublic school ESF umbrella. Many of the participants

in this component _ere also served by speech, clinical guidance and

corrective mathematics personnel. In one school, a paraprofessional

assisted-the teachers in the instructional process.

2 0



The Rol- of Ev luation

-

Although program activities commenced in September, the evaluator

was unable to begin site vis ts or to meet with teaching staff until

DeCember. This situation arose, in part, because meetings between admini-

1
strative and evaluation personnel were not completed until the first

week of November. The additional delay resulted from a disagreement

'centering upon the conditions for schedulin- site visits.

Interactions with program staff and participants that occur early

in the project year can give rise to important feedback so that changes

can be made if and when they are necessary. However, such a strategy

requires accepting the evaluator as part of the project team. R stric-

tive and cumbersome regulations and policies do not foster such an

approach. A _ore positive view of the evaluation process would ce_ ainly

17)e more productive.

21
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS,
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SIIIDITEML142Aa

The data'g-o ing out of-the project were analyzed in four sepa-

rate groupings reflecting two test levels and two grade clusters._

Overall, mean pretest/Posttest gains were in excess of one_grade equi-
.

valent. In each of the four separate analyses, two of -hich employed

the split-plot factorial design., differenceS between posttests and ex-

pected-posttests were all statistically significant. 'These latter

differences ranged from about 0.5 to 1.1 grade equivalent units.

The facilities for the program and the materials used in the pro-

gram were quite good. "The Random House High intensity Learning System

in Readineprovided teachers and students wi.-h a catalogue of activi-

ties for-the use of the various learning materials in the Reading

Skills Centers. As the need arose, students were referred to clinical

guidance and speech personnel.

The program coordinator and the teaching staff are dedicated pro-

fessionals and are chiefly responsible for the success of the program.

The coo dinator's fine supervisory ability and style are certainly.

appreciated by the staff. The cooperation and understanding of the host

school principals and staffs have undoubtedly contributed to the success

of the program.
22
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Student participants viewed the program most positively. Because

the materials were appropriate, students began to expect success.

The original project proposal called for the use of a single test

for purposes of placement, diagnosis, and evaluation. As suggested in

Chapter III, such a plan resulted in sc.ne log:_cal inconsistencies.

Conclusions

1. As a result of program participation, student performance has been

outstanding as gauged by pretest/posttest differences. Indeed, per-

formance has si nificantly surpassed anticipated posttest levels.

2. Excellent supervision and the dedication a d hard work of all pro-

gram staff have contributed to success.

3. Appropriate materials and facilities have also contributed to pro-

gram success.

4. The first full year of operations has been r- kably successful.

Program personnel should strive for continued development of the

program in the coming years.

Recommendations

1. The program should most definitely be recycled.

2. The gains evidenced in this component suggest that the program

should be expanded to include other schools that meet eligibility

criteria.

3. The project coordinator and the teaching staff should be encouraged

to continue to pursue an eclectic approach in the selection of

23
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materials and teaching strategies.

4. Plans should be made for additional inservice tra_ninq of sraff

in the diagnosis of reading difficulties.

S. Student eligibility for the program should be based upon the

degree of reading retardation found at the time of the nonpublic

schools' spring testing program. The Stanford Diagnostic'Reading

Test could then be used solely for diagnostic and evaluation

purposes.

2 4
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CHAPTER V

EXE PLARY PROGRAM ABSTRACT

Activity Code

7

Objective Code

SED Number 75-003
Function No. 09-59627

Central Title I Remedial Services
For Eligible Nonpublic School Pupils
Reading Skills Center Component

.The 1974-1975 Reading Skills Center program .was designed to p ovide
intensive diagnostic-prescriptiVe reading instruction for students in
grades .four through eight who had evidenced reading retardation in excess
of two and one-half years below their nominal grade level. Priority for
participation in the program was given to those pupils who had previously
participated in the Title I nonpublic school corrective reading program
and who had made little or insufficient progress.

Students attended the Centers in groups of five students per teacher.
The groups received instruction for three to five sessions per week in
class periods ranging from forty-five to sixty minutes. Two teachers
were-located at each of the eight Centers so that a total of about four
,hundred students.could be served.

The individual assignments prescribed by the teacher were selected
for putative congruency with 500 specific reading objectives catalogued
by an educational publishing company. _Since the learning was largely
self-directed and self-paced, the teachers were free to work with indi-
vidual students while others were working on their own.

-_____The_evaluation-obiective of zhowing_significant_improvement_in_
reading, using the real posttest, and anticipated posttest scores,:was
achieved. Furthermore, the mean difference between pretests and post-
tests was in excess of one grade equivalent.

Program strengths included a favorable teacher-pupil ratio, the
quality of the teaching staff and their effort, skillful supervision,
the selection of appropriate facilities and materials, the eclectic
approach of program staff, and ihe cooperation of host school principals
and teachers.
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Central Title I Remedial Services For Eligible Nonpublic School Pupils

READING SKILLS CENTER COMPONENT Function No. 09-59627

Use Table'26, for Historical RegIess_ion D_!#gn (6-step Formula) for Reading and Mathematics.

26. Standardized Test Results
Appendix A:

In the Table below, enter the requested assessment information about the tests used to evaluate the

effectiveness of major project component/activities in achieving desired objectives. This form re-

quires means obtained from scores in the form of grade equivalent units as processed by the b-step

formula (see District Evaluator's Handbook of Selected Evaluation ProcedUres 1974 p 29-31) Be._

fore completing this table, read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets if necessary.
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1/ Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-58, CAT-70, etc. ).
* Levol of significance p < .001

7/ Total number of participants in the activity.

j Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 5). Where several grades are com.

bined, enter the last two digits of the component code,

4/ Total number of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations.

3./ Provide data for the following groups separately: Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D), and

Handicapped (code as H). Place the indicated code letter in the last column to ,,Ignify the subgroup

evaluated,

a. Pretest administered in 4/74, 9/74 or during first week of attenuance

b. These data contained in the body of the report since a split-plot factorial analysis

was performed.
_ .

--phoi to a student's date of uischarge
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Appendix B:

OFFICE CF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA LC3S FCRM
. _

(attach to Nat item #30) Function' #_ 09-59627,

In this table enter all Data Loss information. DebIcen MIR, item NO and this fonn, all participants

in each activity must be accounted for. The component and activity codes used in completion of item #30

should be used here so that the two tables match, See definitions below table for further nstructions,

Central Title I Remedial Services For Eligible Nonpublic School Pupils

READING SKILLS CENTER COMPONENT

Component

Code
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Code
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5

2
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(I) identify the part cipants by specific grade level (e.g grade 3, grade 9). Where several grades are cobtned

enter the last two digits of the component code.

(2) Identify the test used and yearof publication (gAT-70, SDAT-74, etc

(3) Number of participants in the activity.

(4) Number of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations found on item#30.

(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on item#30.

(6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed, Ent each reason specified, provide a sem te

number count. If any further documentation ia available, please attach to this form. If further space ig

needed to specify and explain data loss, attach additional pages to this form.
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